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SUMVARY

This report presents the results of a study of charges for
residential care which represents a followup to the previous
1963 NARC study on this subject. A conparison of maximm
charges in 1956, 1960, and 1966 shows a continuing upward trend
in nmost states. An exam nation of charge systens in the |ight
of the NARC policy (resolution) on charges shows that only a few
st ates have features which NARC suggests, and that progress
toward acceptabl e charge systens is sl ow.

Al t hough there appears to be a fair anmount of activity on
the matter of i1inproved charge systens, nore effort is needed in
a great nany states to investigate and understand the state's
system and to pronote action toward an inproved system It is
suggested that the Residential Care Conmttee of the State
Association in each state be assigned the task of undertaking
this effort aggressively in the i mediate future.

An exanpl e of an acceptabl e charge system based upon the
NARC policy is given on pages 11 to 16 and in Figure 5.



I NTRCDUCTI ON

In 1963, the National Association for Retarded Children
publ i shed the report, "Charges for Residential Care of The
Mental ly Retarded," reference 1, as a section of the Study on
Institutions and Institution care. This report presented a
conpr ehensi ve study of charges as of 1960-61, an anal ysis of
trends, and a study of the performance of present systens,
including "ability-to-pay" procedures. This report also
exam ned attitudes of parents and community, and devel oped a
stat enent of phil osophy on charges.

Thi s phil osophy was adopted by the NARC in a resol ution
passed in its general neeting at the annual convention of
Cctober 1962. This resolution becane the official policy of
NARC on charges, and is reprinted as Appendix A of this report.

Late in 1965 it becane apparent that an updating of the
previ ous study should be instituted. Such an updating woul d
gi ve hel p and gui dance to the various states by show ng the
trends and progress which had taken place since the | ast study.

It was decided that the new study should not attenpt to
repeat the broad study of the 1963 report, but shoul d rather
exam ne the charge systemin each state in the light of the
various points of the NARC policy on charges. Accordingly, a
guestionnaire was prepared and sent to the State Associ ation
for Retarded children in all 50 states and the District of
Col unbia. A dopy of this questionnaire is shown as Appendi x B.
A conparison of the resolution and the questionnaire will show
that the first five questions of the questionnaire were designhed
to probe the situation in each state with regard to the first
five itens set forth in the NARC policy (resolution) on
charges. The last four questions solicited general comments or
i nformati on.

This report presents the information obtained fromthis
questionnaire with brief analysis and coment.
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RESPONSE TO THE QUESTI ONNAI RE

The questionnaires were sent to the president or
executive directors of State Associations for Retarded
Children with the letter shown in Appendix B. One foll ow
up letter was necessary three nonths |ater to about
twenty-three states which had not replied.

It was hoped that each State ARC woul d have the infor-
mati on requested on the charge systemin its own state, since
only sinple, basic informati on was asked. Sone states,

i ndeed, answered every question fully. GQher omtted answers
or gave partial answers, while seven states did not return
the questionnaire at all. N ne states sent the questionnaire
to state departnent people or to the institution itself for
answer. The follow ng table sunmari zes the returns:

Questionnaires sent ................... ... 51
Answered by ARC officer or Exec. Dr....33
by Institution................ 4
by State Departnent........... 5
by other ..................... 2
Unanswered ................... 7

The infornmation received was variable as to useful ness. For
exanpl e, al though the questionnaire showed in Question 1 that
charges were desired in dollars per nonth, sone questionnaires
were returned with the answer, 'full cost of care,”™ with no
answer in dollars.

Accordingly, the data presented in this report |eaves a bit
to be desired in that it is not conplete, nor is its accuracy
consi dered i npeccable. Analyzed in the |ight of the previous
report, however, this information does appear to give a picture
of the present situation on charges in the U S. and an indication
of trends which will be useful to Associations for Retarded
Children. Accordingly, it has been published for use primarily
by the National Association for Retarded Children and its State
and Local Menber Units.



ANALYSI S OF ANSWERS

Question 1; Maxi num Charges for Residential Care

NARC Policy; "The maximum responsibility of parents
for the cost of care of the retarded in public insti-
tutions shall be linted to the cost of rearing a
normal child at hone.™

The infornmation obtained fromthe questionnaire on nmaxi mum
charge to parents is shown in Figure 1

The NARC has not specified a "cost of rearing a normal child at
hone," and it is admtedly difficult to arrive at a value for this
cost. One value often nentioned is the anount all owed for Federal
i ncone tax exenption for one child, nanely $600. Wen attenpting to
choose a value for conparison purposes, it nust be renmenbered that
famly "overhead" cannot be included here (rent, lights, heat go on
even if a child leaves the famly) and that the famly wll
ordinarily be supplying clothing, transportation, and incidentals
for the child in residential care. It may well be argued,
therefore, that the remaining cost of rearing a child at hone, or
the child's "share" of famly inconme which can be used to pay for
residential care, nmay be in the vicinity of $600 per year, on the
average. This value will be used for conparison and also for the
"“exanpl e" charge system presented on page 14. Most of the charges
shown on Figure 1 are well above this level of cost. Thirty-two of
t he states charge nore than $600, while only el even states charge
approxi mately $600 or | ess. These states are South Dakota, North
Dakota, California, Illinois, Louisiana, |lowa, M nnesota, West
Vi rginia, Washi ngton, Kansas and M ssissippi. Only five nore states
have charges of |ess than $1,000 per year: Oklahoma, W sconsin,

Ut ah, Indiana, and North Carolina.

Figure 2 shows the sane data plotted to show t he changes which
have occurred since the last NARC report. The point for each state
is identified. Points |ocated cmthe solid |ine show states for
which the charge is the sane in 1966 as it was in 1960-61, while
poi nts above this |ine showincreases and points belowthe |ine show
decreases since the |last report.*

* The reader is cautioned that sone inconsistencies have been noted
in data from 196061 and earlier. It appears possible that some

confusi on of maxi mum statutory charge values with nmaxi mum charge to
parents may have occurred and may give erroneous trend indications.



An exanmple is shown on the chart illustrating how nunmbers nay
be read.

The figure shows that eleven states have about the sane charges
as in 1960, while twenty-five have raised their charges, many by a
| arge ampbunt. Only seven states have | owered their charges.

Figure 3 presents data fromthe three NARC surveys, references
1, 4, and the present report- The change in nmaxi mrum annual charge
over a ten-year period is shown, based upon information supplied to
t he NARCe The states are grouped according to the six NARC regi ons-
The general upward trend of maxi num charge is apparent. Note al so
that the recent period (1960-61 to 1966) shows steep increases for
sone states and steep decreases for others.*

Thus, while a few states have changed their charges and their
phi | osophy on charges in the direction suggested by the NARC policy,
there are many which seemto be heading in the opposite direction.
The general inability of npst states to actually collect higher and
hi gher charges was di scussed in detail in Reference 1. This
inability is one of the argunents for abandoning the policy of
charging the full cost of care and noving instead toward a nore
realistic system

It should be noted that changes in nmaxi mum charge to parents
may not reflect inportant changes which may have occurred for
parents who pay |ess than the nmaxi nrum Two particul ar cases in point
are M chigan and Connecticut, whose new |laws will be discussed in a
| ater section of this report.

Question 2:. Mninumfamly incone at which charges start.

NARC Policy: "Other than provision of clothing and

i ncidentals, no charges for institution care shall be
made for fam lies whose incones are bel ow t hose
descri bed as ' nodest but adequate' by the Bureau of
Statistics, U S. Departnment of Labor.™

*  The lines drawn between synbols are for identification only and
do not show the detailed variation of charges between points. O her
val ues of maxi num charge undoubtedly were in force between the years
surveyed; however, this data is not avail able.



Unfortunately, many states mssed the point of this
question, even though reference to the NARC policy was made
to clarify the question. The follow ng states gave val ues of
m ni mum annual i ncone bel ow whi ch no charge i s nade:

State
Connect i cut $4,000 (Net Taxabl e | ncone)
Illinois 4,800 (QGoss, famly of four)
M chi gan 5,000 (Net Taxabl e | ncomne)
M nnesot a 4,000 (G oss)
M ssour i 3,600 (Qoss, famly of four)

About thirty states indicated that they have no specified
mninum while five states gave no information. In the ques-
tionnaires froma few other states, including Colorado and | owa,
a mninumwas inferred but not specifically stated. It seens
probabl e that not many nore than the five states |isted above
have formally established mninuns, and that in the other states
the agency performng the "ability-to-pay" determ nations does
as it sees fit on this matter. It should be recogni zed that sone
states may have established informal policy or guidelines on
this matter. For exanple, the New Jersey Wl fare Council has
publ i shed m ni mum sal ary gui delines which follow closely the
phi | osophy of the NARC policy statenent.

Thus, only five of the states which | evy charges have
establ i shed a m ni num i ncome pr6vision. The NARC policy recom
nmends use of the "nodest but adequate"” |evel of incone given in
the current report of the USDL Bureau of Labor Statistics
(Reference 2) as the m ni num bel ow whi ch charges shall not be
nmade. Only two of the states in the |list above, Connecticut and
M chi gan, can be said to have m ni numincone provisions which
are in reasonabl e agreenent with the | evel of incone suggested
by the NARC

Question 3: Method or criteria for determning charges | ess
t han nmaxi mum

NARC Policy; "For famlies with incomes above the
mninum|level, criteria and procedures for determ ning
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charges shoul d be devel oped, based prinarily upon
net taxable incone."

Only six states indicated in the answers to this question
the use of net taxable incone as the primary criteria. Those
states are:

Col or ado Loui si ana*
Connecti cut M chi gan
Ceorgi a Ut ah

The answers fromother states indicated directly that the
criteriais "ability-to-pay," or gave the inpression frominfor-
mati on presented that this is the case.

Thus, it appears that a very small nunber of states utilize
t he procedure proposed by the NARC policy. The purpose of this
policy is to elimnate the necessity for subjecting parents to
frequent detailed review of financial status by substituting the
very sinple criteria of net taxable inconme as shown on the

famly's incone tax return, either state or federal. This cri-
teria should ordinarily be the best direct index of a famly's
ability to pay. It is encouraging to note that two states with

i nportant new charges |egislation, Mchigan and Connecti cut,
have both selected this criteria for determ ning charges.

Question 4; Limtation of period of charges.

NARC Pol icy; "Responsibility of parents for charges
shal|l be reduced or cease if the period of insti-
tutional care is very prolonged or when the child
reaches age 21."

The el even states which indicated [imtations on period of
charges are listed in the follow ng tables

STATE LI M TATI ONS

Col or ado 21st birthday or paynents for 15
years, whichever is later

Connecti cut 21 years of age or 16 years of
paynments, whichever is |later

* Considered generally to be a no-charge state because charges
are essentially voluntary.



STATE LI M TATI ONS

[llinois 12 years for responsible relatives—

notine limt for patient's estate

| ona 21 years of age
Mar yl and 21 years of age
M chi gan 21 years of age or 15 years of

paynments, whi chever occurs first
M nnesot a 21 years of age
Nort h Dakot a 21 years of age or 15 years of

paynments, whi chever occurs first

Tennessee 21 years of age
W sconsin 21 years of age
New Yor k* 21 years of age

In Reference 3, five other states are listed in 1962 as
havi ng no charges after patient or resident reaches 21 years of
ager Kentucky, Mssissippi, North Carolina, Wst Virginia,
Hawaii. Questionnaires returned fromthe first four of these
states indicated no limtations to charges in 1966.

It will be noted that two states in the above |ist (Col o-
rado and Connecticut) apparently require paynents for 15 or 16
years. This provision neans that a famly which has cared for a
retarded child at home until the child was 21 would still be re-
quired to make paynments until the retardate was 35 years of age.

It is recogni zed that sone other states may have i nfornal
or procedural arrangenments for limting or reduci ng paynents;
for exanple, one questionnaire indicated that charges nmay be
reduced when parents reach retirenent.

Al t hough this point was not specifically probed by the
guestionnaire, a nunber of questionnaires contained the notation

* A newlaw effective June 1966.



that the limtation applied to parent's responsibility only,
or that the patient's own liability continues. This arrange-
ment is in general agreenent with point 6 of the NARC reso-
lution (Appendix A).

Question 5; Does difference between adjusted and naxi num
statutory charges accrue as debt to parents?

NARC Policy; "No charges or debt shall accrue for
ot her than the charges set by the procedures outlined
above. There shall be a statute of limtations to
provi de that no charges can be recovered which are
past due for nore than five years."

The information obtained fromthis question is shown bel ow

ANSVWER TO QUESTI ON 5 NUVBER OF STATES
Yes 10
No 30
No, but accrue to
estate of parents 1
Nn Answer 3

A few states which answered "yes" above added the notation
that the statute was sel dom enf or ced.

A nunber of quesionnaires which had been answered either
"yes" or "no" contained notations to the effect that collection
could be made fromparent's estate. Qher answers appeared to
reflect confusion on the part of respondents on this question.
The conclusion to be drawn fromthe answers to this question nust
be that a significant nunber of states do have | aws which permt
accrual of debt to the parents or to their estate. A second con-
clusion woul d be that the respondents to the questionnaire, pri-
marily ARC people, are not well infornmed on this point. It is
suggested that further investigation is in order in states where
the answer to this question is not clearly understood.

Questions 6 through 9;

It 1s inpossible to present the many conmments and statenents
made on itens six through nine of the questionnaires and el se-
where. Many reflected situations of the sort discussed in the
NARC 1963 report: Inequities in levying charges; difficulty
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in obtaining informati on on system of |evying charges; no
charges for children wth other handi caps, but charges for
retarded; pressures on or fromlegislatures to obtain nore
revenue fromparents of the institutionalized retarded. Severa
stated that a court test of the whole nmatter of charges woul d
seemto be necessary. Many reported activity toward new

| egi sl ation, and sone sent copies of enacted or defeated bills. A
nunber expressed hope for further help fromthe NARC on this

subj ect.

In general, the answers to the questionnaires indicated a
good | evel of interest and a fair amount of activity on the
matter of inproved charge systens.

A nunber of states answered Question 9 " .... how NARC can
best help you in this field"....by stating that up-to-date
information on other states could be hel pful. NARC concurs, and

is attenpting to supply such information in this report. It nust
be pointed out, however, that it is also vitally inportant that
the ARC people in each state be fully acquainted with charges
and the charge systemin their particular state if they are to
take effective neasures. Al so, this survey is only as good as
the data supplied to the NARC. It is hoped that this survey
will stimulate interest and i nprove know edgeability to the
poi nt where data for future surveys can be nore quickly and
easily obtained and nore conpl ete anal yses perforned.

D SCUSSI ON

In the Introduction it was stated that the purpose of this
study is to investigate and exam ne current charge systens in
the U S inthe light of the policy adopted by the NARC

Fromthe foregoi ng di scussion of questionnaire answers, one
must conclude that only a handful of states have charge systens
which are in accord with NARC policy on one or nore points. One
must concl ude al so that there are nany states where increases in
maxi mum charges, as a consequence of continuing a policy of
charging the full cost of care, are pushing maxi mum charges to
al nost astronom cal |evels.
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On the brighter side, it can be said that in sone of
these states action is under way to reverse this trend and to
nove charge systens toward a realistic and reasonabl e phil -
osophy. In sone other states, although neither the anmount of
charges nor the charge systemis adequately aligned with NARC
policy, a degree of stability appears to exi st which has
prevented further increases in charges. |In sonme of these states,
also, the situation is known to be under serious study.

A still brighter part of the whole picture is, of course,
the new legislation in several forner high-charge states, which
has noved those states a |long way toward the kind of charge
system whi ch the NARC propounds. The new systemin Illinois,
whi ch was introduced in 1964, represents an inproved under -
standi ng of the problens of the parent, and is reported to be
working well. Connecticut's new systemrepresents a very
I nportant new understanding in that state, and the new systemin
M chi gan can be regarded as a substantial step in the right
di rection.

The brightest part of the picture,, naturally, is the
states which have | ong understood the problens of the parent and
have instituted and held fast to a charge system whi ch expresses
that understanding. In this group are those states in which no
charge is nmade, in which paynments are voluntary,or in which a
nodest sumin accord with the NARC policy is charged.

The citizens of those states whose charge systens
continue to reflect |ack of understanding of the problens faced
by the parents of the institutionalized retarded nust undertake
a programof investigation, education, and |l egislative action if
they are to obtain the kind of charge systemwhi ch parents of

the institutionalized retarded can face with respect, wth hope,
and with good will.

THE ELEMENTS OF A GOOD CHARGE SYSTEM
A nunber of State Associ ations have asked the NARC "Wiuat

is a good charge systen? How are we to interpret the NARC pol -
icy in ternms of nunbers and dollars in a charge systen®"
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The NARC has in the past avoi ded specifyi ng nunbers,
because of a desire to suggest only policy and to | eave the
details to be worked out under this policy in each state. How
ever, in view of sone of the new charge systens recently
developed in a few states, analysis of several of these systens
to show the el enents of a good system appears to be in order
Al'so, in view of the expressed need for clarification of the
NARC policy, the devel opnent of a nethod of |aying out a new
plan will be shown, along with an "exanple" for illustrative
pur poses.

Three new charge systens. The charge systens for 1966 for
[I'linois, Connecticut and M chigan have been plotted in Figure 4
as a variation of charge with net taxable incone.* The systens
previously in use in Illinois and Connecticut are shown for
conpari son

Each of these 1966 systens, when exam ned fromthe
standpoint of mninumincone for charges, rate of increase of
charges, and maxi nrum charge shows sone features which are in
line with NARC policy and sone which are not.

The Il1inois systemhas a naxi num charge of $600 per year,
which is in the rate suggested by the NARC phil osophy. The
[I'linois system however, begins to collect charges above a net
t axabl e i ncone of about $2,500, and collects the full charge for a
net taxabl e incone of around $4,500. It would appear that this
systemis | evyi ng heavy charges upon i ncones in and bel ow t he
range which the U»S. Departnent of Labor defines as "nodest but
adequate.” Al so, the rate of increase of charges as incone
increases is quite steep.

The systens for both Connecticut and M chi gan show no
charges bel ow $4, 000 and $5, 000 net taxabl e income, respectively.
This situation is in excellent agreenent with the NARC policy.
Bot h of these systens al so show rates of increase of charge with
i ncreased i ncone which are far nore gradual than that for Illinois.
Connecticut asks, for exanple, nothing at $4, 000, and $672 per

Bot h charge systens for Illinois and the systemfor Connecti cut
for 1961-62 were based upon gross income. These systens were
converted to net taxable income by subtracting $2,500 (typical
deduction for a famly of four) from gross-i ncone figures.
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year at $10, 000 net taxable income. This corresponds to about
$10 per nonth for each increase in incone of $83 per nonth
(before taxes). This anount represents reasonably well the
"share" of the famly's incone which should be used for the
institutionalized child and therefore can be stated to be within
the spirit of the NARC policy.

The maxi mum charge for Connecticut is well below the full cost
of care in that state; hence, this feature places Connecticut in
the group of states which no |longer attenpt to collect the ful
cost of care fromparents. The maxi numcharge i s, however, $1,128
per year, sonmewhat hi gher than the val ue suggested by the NARC
policy which says that "the maxi rumresponsibility of parents shal
be limted to the cost of rearing a nornal child at honme."” The
maxi mum charge in Mchigan, $2,520 per year, approaches the ful
cost of care in that state. This concept of charging very | arge
anounts whi ch equal or approach the full cost of care is firmy
opposed by the NARC, which recommended in Reference 1 that "...the
principle of responsibility for the full cost of care...be
abol i shed, and that the community willingly assune a portlon of the
cost of care of all institutionalized retarded."

Thus, in the charge systens shown on Figure 4 for these three
states, we see encouraging trends toward a just charge system Each
of these states has enbodi ed at | east one of the el enents
recormended by the NARC. Unfortunately, other elenents show an
i nconpl et e under standi ng of the problens faced by parents. Accord-
ingly, further inprovenent will no doubt be sought.

It should be noted that there are other states with charge
systens which correspond well with the NARC policy in sone re-
spects. (For exanple, note those with | ow charges in Figure 1).
The systens for the three states shown in Figure 4 were sel ect ed
because they represent interesting new exanples of progress in the
right direction

A Met hod of designing a charge systemand an exanple. The steps and
t he considerations involved in |aying out a charge system can be
set forth, based upon the NARC policy and upon anal ysis of working
systens as presented above. A table of charges will be presented
toillustrate the nethod. It is enphasized that this table is only
an exanple. Qher systens can be worked out, based upon different
assunpt i ons.
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The follow ng three steps are suggested in designing a
charge system

Step 1; Choosing the m ni nruminconme bel ow which no charge wll be
made: (Point 2 of the NARC Resol ution).

A value of m nimumincone can be estimted fromthe USDL
Bureau of Labor Statistics report* (Reference 2) for the particul ar
state involved. Assune for this exanple a gross incone of $6,500. For
a famly of four (including the retardate) with $2,500 for exenption
(4 x $600 each plus $100 in other deductions)$4, 000 net taxable
i ncome. At and below this income, the fam |y would pay no charges,
but would pay for transporation, clothing and incidentals. |In our
exanpl e, assune $240 per year, or $20 per nonth for these itens.

Step 2: Choosing the rate of increase of charges for inconmes above
the m ni mum

For each $1,000 of net taxable inconme above the m ni num how
much should the famly be asked to pay? What is the child' s share?
About $200 taxes nust be paid fromthis $1,000, reducing it to a net
of $800. Wth this increase above the mnimum the famly is just
begi nning to nove out of the "npbdest but adequate™bracket. The
child' s share must be |l ess than 25% because fam |y overhead (rent,
autonobil e, nore insurance for Dad, for exanple) goes on whether the
child is at home or not. Assune in our exanple that 15% of the $800
is a fair sharer $120 per year, or $10 per nonth.

Usi ng the above assunptions, the follow ng table of inconme and
charges can be generat ed.

NET CLOTHI NG & CHARGES TOTAL TOTAL
TAXABLE | NCI DENTALS FOR CARE COST ANNUAL
| NCOVE MONTHLY MONTHLY MONTHLY COST
$4 000 $20 $ n $20 $240
5, 000 20 10 30 360
6, 000 20 20 40 480
7, 000 20 30 50 GOC
8. 000 o0 40 60 720) suggested cut
9, 000 20 50 70 840 ) off point in
this range

This report, published in 1960, shows incomes considered to be
"modest but adequate" varying from $5,370 to $6,567 as of 1959
in various sections of the country. Allowing for increases in
wages and cost of living since 1959, a gross income of $6,500
has been chosen for the exanple.
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Step 3: Choosing the nmaxi mumnonthly charge (Point 1 of the
NARC Resol ution).

The cost of rearing a child at horme, as stated earlier, is
difficult to specify. However, if for our exanple we assune that it
i s about the anobunt of an individual exenption for federal incone
t axes, say $600, then the table above suggests a cut-off point for
charges of $40-50 per nont h.

This charge systemis plotted in Figure 5. It is interesting
to note that the above exanpl e, generated using the NARC policy,
contains certain elenents of the charge systens showin Figure 4. The
m ni rum net taxable incone is roughly that used in both the
Connecticut and M chigan Systens. The rate of increase of charges
wth inconme is also close to the rates used by Connecticut and
M chi gan. The maxi num charge is approxi mately that specified by
['l11inois.

CONCLUDI NG REVARKS

This study of charge systens for residential care of the
nmentally retarded, in the light of the NARC policy on charges,
shows that |ittle progress has yet been nade toward good charge
systens in nost states.

More than half of the states have substantially increased
maxi mum charges since the | ast NARC study; only a handful have
establ i shed a m ni mum i ncone bel ow which no charge is asked or have
established net taxable incone as a criteria for determning the
charges. Less than a dozen states Iimt the period of parental
responsi bility for charges.

On the positive side, the study seens to indicate there is a
good level of interest and a fair amount of activity on the matter of
| nproved charge systens. |In a nunber of states this matter is under
study, and in sone states progress is being nade toward new
| egislation. A few new charge systens have been devel oped whi ch
exhi bit sone of the features recommended by the NARC policy.

An analysis of these features is included in this report along



with a recommended procedure for designing a good charge system
in order to provide nore positive guidance to ARC units which are
studying this matter.

The study also indicates that nore effort is needed in a
great many states to investigate and understand the state's charge
system to develop a proposal for an inproved system and to
conduct a programto informthe community of the changes which
should be made. It is suggested that the Residential Care Com
mttee of the State Association in each state be assigned the task
of pursuing this matter vigorously in the imredi ate future.



-17-

REFERENCES

Charges for Residential Care of the Mentally Retarded.

A Section of the Study on Institutions and Institution
Care by the Commttee on Residential Care of the National
Associ ation for Retarded Children. NARC, 420 Lexington
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 10017. Price: 50 cents

"The InterimCity Worker's Fam |y Budget." Monthly Labor
Revi ew, Report 2346, U.S. Departnent of Labor, Bureau of
Labor Statistics, Washington, D.C : August, 1960.

Eagl e, Edward. "Mai ntenance Charges and Costs for Resi
dents of State Institutions for the Mentally Retarded”
Ameri can Journal of Mental Deficiency, Vol. 78, No. II,
pp. 927-940. Novenber, 1963

Responsi bility for Costs of Mintenance and Training in
Public Institutions for the Mentally Retarded. A study
by the Public Institutions Conmttee of the National
Associ ation for Retarded Children. New York: NARC, 420
Lexi ngton Avenue, New York, N. Y. 10017. Price $1.00




APPENDI X A

The NARC Resol ution on Charges for Residential Care of
the Mentally Retarded in State Institutions. Passed at NARC
annual convention in Cctober, 1962.

Resol uti on

VWHEREAS, nental retardation is a catastrophe which
may befall a child in any famly, at any econom c |evel,
in any community, and

WHEREAS, in the best interest of the retarded person,
his famly or his conmunity, it may become necessary
that he be placed in an institution, and

WHEREAS, for a period of eight years NARC has con-
ducted a conprehensive research and analysis of insti-
tution charges in the United States, and

VWHEREAS, the conclusions drawn fromthis research
have shown that great differences exi st between the
charges assessed parents in the various states, and
that these charges result in damaging reductions in
the standard of living of many famlies, particularly
those famlies with nodest incones,

NON THEREFORE, BE | T RESOLVED, that the National
Associ ation for Retarded Chil dren recogni zes and
conmends t hose states which have acknow edged that the
cost of care of the mentally retarded is too great to be
carried by the parents al one, and whi ch have assuned a
substantial share, or all, such costs, and be it

FURTHER RESCLVED, that the National Association
for Retarded Children reconmends that in those states
where paynment for institutional care is required, the
charge system shoul d enbody the follow ng principles,
[imtations, and procedurest
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1 The maxi mumresponsibility of parents for
the cost of care of the retarded in public insti
tutions shall be limted to the cost of rearing a
normal child at hone.

2 Qher than provision of clothing and inci-
dentials, no charges for institution care shall be
nmade for fam|lies whose i ncones are bel ow t hose
descri bed as "nodest but adequate" by the United
St ates Departnent of Labor statistics.

3 For famlies with i ncomes above the m ni num
| evel, criteria and procedures for determning
charges shoul d be devel oped, based primarily upon net
t axabl e i ncore.

4, Responsibility of parents for charges shal
be reduced or cease if the period of institutional
care is very prolonged or when the child reaches
age 21.

5 No charges or debt shall accrue for other
than the charges set by the procedures outlined above,
There shall be a statute of limtations to provide
that no charges can be recovered which are past due
for nore than five years.

6. Assets or entitlenents of patients nmay be
applied toward rei nbursenent to the extent of average
per capita cost, with full consideration of his needs
upon rehabilitation and rel ease.
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APPENDI X B

Questionnaire and Letter sent to 50 states and D strict
of Col unbia for the 1965-66 NARC Survey on Charges for
Resi dential Care.
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR RETARDED CHILDREN
420 LEXINGTON AVENUE « NEW YORK, N. Y. 10017 » 689-9290 area code 212

RETARDED CHILDREN
CAN BE HELPED

September 13, 1965

State Executive Directors

Mr. Norman Smith, Chairman Status Report on Charges
Special Comm ttee on Charges

Several years have elapsed since the resolution on
charges for residential care of the mentally retarded
was adopted as NARC policy at the NARC Convention in
Chicago (Attachment #1). Since that time a number of
states have made changes in their statutes pertaining to
charges. In order to plan and improve its assist ance to
State Associations on this subject, NARC needs to
maintain current information on the status of the charge
situation in each state.

Accordingly, you are requested to provide answers to
the questions shown on the following short Status
Report (Attachment #2). You will note that the first
five questions refer directly to the first five prin-
ciples set forth in the NARC policy resolution.

You are remi nded of previous correspondence from NARC
whi ch should be in your files:

) Memo from Norman F. Smith dated May 28, 1963

2) Memo fromDr. Henry Cobb regarding "California
v. Kirchner" United States Supreme Court dated
May 27, 1965

Pl ease complete this questionnaire promptly and return
to NARC. The results will be compiled and a digest
issued to all states, if such appears appropriate and
useful. Thank you.

NS/ bbb
cc: State Presidents



Attachnent #2
Page Two

5. Do difference between adjusted and nmaxi mum statutory charges accrue as a

debt to parents?
Yes No

Renar kst

6. State briefly special problens or situations which are of concern in your
state:

7. State any plans, efforts or studies now in progress or any changes
anti ci pat ed:

8. Has the maxi mum statutory charge been decreased significantly within the

| ast few years?
Bef ore After Dat e of change

Reason or Background:

9. State your suggestion as to how NARC can best help you in this field:

DR 4041
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FIGURE 3- CONCLUDED.
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If you are interested in the nmentally retarded and current
advances on their behalf in such varied fields as education,
parent counseling, vocational rehabilitation, research,
federal and state |egislation, you should be reading

CHI LDREN LI M TED

Publ i shed bi monthly, CH LDREN LIM TED wi |l keep you inforned
of the work of NARC and its nenmber units throughout the
country. Significant efforts on the international scene are
al so reported.

The subscription rate is $1. 00 per year prepaid.

Wite for the NARC Publications List which offers nany
panphl ets, leaflets and reprints on Mental Retardation

Di stributed by The Nati onal
Associ ation for Retarded Children
420 Lexi ngton Avenue
New Yor k, New York 10017





